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A Multi-Attribute Model for Audit Evaluation* 
Theodore J. Mock 
University of Southern California 
Michael G. Samet 
Decisionetics, Inc. 
Introduction 
This paper concerns research directed at the development of a general 
procedure for assessing an overall, meaningful measure of the quality of an 
audit engagement from a systematic integration of several evaluative charac-
teristics. Such a measure can serve as a key input for audit planning and cost-
benefit analysis in complex assessment situations. The technical approach is 
based upon the creation and application of a hierarchical multi-attribute 
evaluation (MAE) model that decomposes an audit into manageable parts which 
can be analytically assessed and combined. 
The importance of the need to parameterize and measure the quality of 
various audit procedures and their role in the overall process of evaluating audit 
evidence is widely recognized in the field. Accounting firms and their clients are 
continually striving to develop and refine useful criteria for assessing audit 
effectiveness. For example, Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. (1976, p. 150) 
highlight a research opportunity objective to develop: 
. . . measures of effectiveness for individual and related sets of auditing 
procedures that take into account . . . the anticipated quality of 
evidence derived from their use. 
Such auditing procedures include (p. 9): 
. . . all of the tools, techniques and procedures used to examine 
information . . . The methods for reporting the results of the examina-
tion, because, no matter how thorough and effective the examination, in 
the end a user can only rely on the assurance that is actually 
communicated by the auditor's report. Additionally, audit methods 
encompass all of the supporting functions and procedures used to plan, 
control, and carry out an audit. 
At a more general level, the American Institute of CPAs has shown a 
continuing interest in audit quality and firm quality control practices. For 
* The research underlying this paper was supported, in part, by the Peat, Marwick, Mitchell 
Foundation through its Research Opportunities in Auditing Program. Helpful suggestions and 
assistance on this project have been provided by Deanna Daniels, William Holder and Valerie 
Milliron. 
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example, Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 4, "Quality Control 
Considerations for a Firm of Independent Auditors" established nine elements 
of quality control which were subsequently incorporated into Statement on 
Quality Control Standards (SQCS) No. 1. In addition, most SASs contain 
explicit references to evaluative criteria and attributes which may be expected 
to impact on the quality of individual audit engagements. 
Because of the disparate nature of the many different features of audit 
quality, a need exists for judging and expressing the overall procedural quality 
of an audit in an integrated, meaningful and useful manner. Toward meeting 
this need, a number of attempts have been made to condense and codify the 
vast literature on auditing know-how into a set of specific guidelines or 
evaluative criteria (i.e., the "do's" and "don'ts" of good procedures). These 
efforts have mostly taken the form of itemized considerations and check lists, 
such as are found in firm quality control review manuals and in related 
documents (Milliron and Mock, 1981). The different schemes suggested vary 
considerably in the degree to which they are comprehensive and well 
organized. For the most part, however, these schemes are loosely structured, 
and their originators rarely claim that they have employed a thorough/ 
systematic/expert-consensus-based approach for specifying evaluative dimen-
sions which are mutually exclusive and relatively exhaustive. Furthermore, the 
techniques do not usually provide quantitatively meaningful measures of audit 
quality. What appears to be needed, therefore, is a much more formal approach 
to establishing and configuring evaluative dimensions or attributes into a well-
structured model that can provide traceable and dependable quantitative 
estimates of audit quality. 
However, the evaluation of the quality of an entire audit is a difficult 
intellectual exercise which requires the combination of a number of evaluative 
factors into an overall measure of quality. This analysis is usually done using 
extensive review forms or quality control review manuals, and the complex set 
of qualitative judgments must be informally aggregated into one vaguely-
specified audit evaluation. Although the informal approach may lead to a 
satisfactory evaluation, this method has numerous potential failings. Among 
these are that it may lack: (1) reliability and validity, since evaluators are often 
unable to combine so much information in a consistent, repeatable, accurate 
manner; (2) generality and systematization, since different audits cannot be 
compared and contrasted by the same evaluation model; (3) intelligibility and 
communicability, since the logic by which judgments are made often cannot be 
adequately explained; (4) diagnosticity, since it offers little or no information 
about the relative contributions of the various evaluation factors; and (5) cost-
effectiveness, since most review processes require extensive lists of factors to 
be evaluated (see Milliron and Mock, 1981). Therefore, a more objective and 
standardized evaluation methodology which corrects these deficiencies may be 
desirable. 
A recently popularized methodology known as multi-attribute evaluation 
(MAE) offers such an approach to making quantitative assessments involving 
multiple criteria (e.g., Keeney and Raiffa, 1976; Edwards, 1977). MAE 
methods can decompose a complex overall evaluation problem into more 
manageable sub-problems through scaling, weighting, and combining opera-
tions applied to specific criteria. With respect to audit evaluation, the MAE 
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approach offers to improve upon current, intuitive techniques of audit-practice 
assessment in the following ways: (1) making explicit what are conventionally 
implicit considerations; (2) quantifying what are usually qualitative descriptions; 
(3) simplifying the representation and integration of what are often complex 
configurations and interrelations among relevant information; and (4) providing 
an objective and general method for rating the overall quality of an audit. In 
sum, the MAE method is designed to provide a useful framework for evaluative 
analysis, discussion, and feedback. 
Method and Results 
The identification and definition of appropriate evaluative attributes for 
audit quality and their configuration into attribute clusters or categories (i.e., 
an MAE model) is a challenging task. The problem results from the fact that 
the attributes and their classification are arbitrary; they are subject to 
differences of opinion and there is probably no such thing as a "best" set. The 
approach taken here, therefore, was to use a systematic, iterative procedure 
to distill a "good" set of general evaluative criteria which are broad in scope 
yet are meaningful, practical, and internally consistent. This multi-phase 
approach involved repeated consultation with relevant literature and expert 
opinion, attribute content analysis, and empirical verification studies. In 
general, an attempt was made to satisfy the desirable properties of an attribute 
set as suggested by the framework of MAE theory (Keeney and Raiffa, 1976); 
namely, that it be complete, so that it covers all aspects of the problem; 
operational, so that it can be meaningfully used in analysis; decomposable, so 
that the evaluation process is simplified by breaking it down into parts; 
nonredundant, so that double counting of attribute impact is avoided, and 
minimal, so that evaluation dimensions are kept to a minimum. These 
guidelines were followed in the development of a cohesive set of attributes for 
evaluating the quality of an audit. 
As a first stage of the attribute-definition process, the basic professional 
and authoritative sources (e.g., SASs, SQCSs, the AICPA Peer Review 
Manual (1978), PMM's Quality Controls (1980), AY's "Perspectives on 
Quality" (1980), etc.) were reviewed. In addition, suggestions for evaluative 
considerations were obtained from many auditing references such as Roberts' 
(1978) treatment of statistical auditing, and research studies such as Mock and 
Turner (1981) which focus on the evaluation of internal accounting controls. 
This process generated 110 initial considerations or factors. Working with an 
experienced auditor, these considerations were organized into a loosely 
structured list which was then presented to several practicing audit experts. 
These experts were interviewed, on a one-to-one basis, and they provided 
valuable comments for each consideration concerning its meaning (i.e., is it 
really different from some other consideration?), relevance (i.e., does it reflect 
significantly upon audit quality?), and scope (i.e., should it be combined with 
another audit consideration or perhaps decomposed into two or more separate 
considerations?). 
Based on the first phase of attribute definition, 32 evaluative considerations 
were specified. Each consideration was phrased in the form of a specific 
question; for example, "Were appropriate critical audit areas identified?" A 
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tentative organizational or classification scheme for these considerations was 
then developed as a conceptual hierarchy in terms of attributes and attribute 
categories. Each attribute was defined by a set of a few related evaluative 
questions; and the attributes were grouped according to five major categories 
relating to audit performance (PLAN, ADMINISTRATION, PROCEDURES, 
EVALUATION, CONDUCT). Attributes within the PLAN category, for 
example, are "Objectives," "Research," and "Strategy." 
As the second phase of attribute-set development, a set of simple paper-
and-pencil sorting tasks was constructed that required the classification of 
question elements into attribute categories. These tasks were then presented, 
in the form of a pilot study, to ten faculty members and doctoral students in the 
School of Accounting at the University of Southern California. On one task, for 
example, participants were asked to sort questions (presented in random order 
without labels) into major categories (e.g., PLAN, ADMINISTRATION, etc.). 
In another task, the questions had to be sorted according to only attribute 
labels (e.g., "Objectives," "Research," . . .) without reference to the name 
of the major category to which each attribute belonged. In a third task, both 
attribute category names and attribute labels were presented in a hierarchically 
structured manner (i.e., PLAN—"Objectives," "Research," "Strategy;" 
ADMINISTRATION—"Personnel,'' "Budgeting," "Management;" etc.). 
For each sorting task, each question had to be placed into only one category or 
attribute as appropriate. Participants were instructed that the purpose of the 
exercise was to assess levels of agreement/disagreement—among people 
knowledgeable about auditing—concerning where specific issues related to 
audit quality fit into an overall schema. They were asked to respond in 
accordance with their individual subjective opinions since there were really no 
"right" answers. 
The conduct and results of the pilot study demonstrated the success of the 
sorting-task technique for providing data that could be gainfully used toward 
the refinement of both specific attribute definitions (i.e., evaluative questions) 
and the organizational structure into which they are placed. A "confusion 
matrix,'' showing the frequency with which each question was assigned to each 
attribute category, was generated to represent the results for each sorting 
task; these matrices highlighted apparent difficulties that participants had in 
interpreting and appropriately classifying specific questions. Based on a 
systematic analysis of these data, modifications were made in the way certain 
questions were phrased or worded; and some changes were also effected in 
the labeling and organization of the attribute categories. In addition, it was 
determined from the data that the most diagnostic task (in terms of suggesting 
potential problems with the attribute scheme) was the one requiring partici-
pants to classify questions into attributes when both the names of the attributes 
and corresponding attribute categories were indicated. As a result of this latter 
finding, which is supported by other research (Beach, Townes, Campbell, and 
Keating, 1976), this particular structured sorting task was employed in the 
third phase of attribute-set verification. 
The participants in this third phase of verification were 34 auditors who 
were taking part in a special program of advanced audit training. As mentioned 
above, these participants also performed a sorting task that utilized the latest 
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version, available at the time, of the attribute definitions (i.e., specific 
evaluative questions) and the categorization scheme (major category and 
attribute labels). Figure 1 provides an illustration of the format in which the 
task was presented; randomly ordered questions (like those shown in the 
table) appeared on the left side of a matrix, and participants were required to 
check the one column (i.e., attribute name) which they felt was most likely to 
contain the given question within its domain. 
As in the case of the pilot study, the data obtained from this latter exercise 
were then carefully analyzed for each question in terms of the distribution of 
participant responses across the possible classification columns. The results 
are portrayed in Tables 1 through 5. Each table corresponds to a major 
category label (e.g., PLAN), and the attributes and questions within this 
category have been reorganized according to the intended attribute headings. 
For each question, the percent frequency distribution of classification re-
sponses (among the 34 participants) is given across the attributes belonging to 
the major category which contains the given question. 
As an example of the results format consider Table 1. The first question 
listed, "Were all audit objectives explicit and clearly specified?", belongs to the 
attribute "Objectives." Of the 34 participants, 63% placed the question into 
the appropriate ("correct") attribute and 3% placed it into the aligned attribute 
"Strategy." Thus, 66% of the participants assigned the question to the 
appropriate ("correct") major category, " P L A N ; " and 34% of the sample put 
the question into various inappropriate ("incorrect") attributes distributed 
across the remaining four major categories. For the second question, 56%, 
23%, and 3% of the participants placed it into the "Objectives," "Strategy," 
and "Research" attributes, respectively; consequently, 82% of the re-
sponders classified the question into the appropriate major category (PLAN) 
and 18% put it elsewhere. The circled number on each line of the table 
represents the modal classification response (i.e., highest frequency of 
assignment) among all possible attribute labels (not just those in PLAN). 
Hence, for every question in the PLAN category, the correct attribute was 
assigned more often than any other attribute identified in Tables 1 through 5. 
The classification matrices shown in the tables provide an index of relative 
classification accuracy (i.e., adherence to the expected classification) as well a 
measure of inter-rater agreement with respect to question classification. 
Examination of the tables shows that the classification accuracy or agreement 
rate is reasonably high. For 29 of the 32 questions, the correct attribute and 
major category were selected by a greater number of participants than any 
other attribute or major category, respectively. In fact, across all 32 questions, 
the median modal selection frequency for the correct attribute was 56% 
compared to a chance value of 14%; for the correct major category, the median 
modal selection frequency was 73% compared to a chance value of 20%. For 
eight of the questions (i.e., ¼ of all questions) for which a classification problem 
was still evidenced in the latter data, additional modifications were made in 
their wording so as to make them better fit the intended attribute/category. 
For example, the question "Were appropriate statistical techniques correctly 
applied and interpreted?" was more often classified under "nature" within 
"PROCEDURES" (26%) rather than under "analysis" within "EVALUA-
TION" (21%). Consequently, the wording of the question was changed to read 
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TABLE 1 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR QUESTION CLASSIFICATION: 
CATEGORY I, PLAN 
ATTRIBUTE 
ATTRIBUTE QUESTION O b j e c t i v e s S t r a t e g y R e s e a r c h 
CATEGORY 
TOTAL 
O b j e c t i v e s 
Were a l l a u d i t o b j e c t i v e s 
e x p l i c i t and c l e a r l y s p e c i f i e d ? 
(63%) 3% 0% 66% 
Were s p e c i f i c o b j e c t i v e s a p p r o -
p r i a t e l y t a i l o r e d t o t h e o v e r a l l 
a u d i t purpose? 56% 
23% 3% 82% 
Were a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l a u d i t 
a r e a s i d e n t i f i e d ? 27% 32% 29% 88% 
S t r a t e g y 
Was o v e r a l l a u d i t s t r a t e g y a p p r o -
p r i a t e f o r c r i t i c a l a u d i t a r e a s ? 3% 52% 3% 58% 
Were t h e e lements o f t h e a u d i t 
s t r a t e g y a p p r o p r i a t e l y i n t e g r a t e d 
( e . g . , b a l a n c e m a i n t a i n e d between 
p l a n n e d degree o f c o m p l i a n c e and 
p l a n n e d s u b s t a n t i v e t e s t s ) ? 
0% 52% 0% 50% 
R e s e a r c h 
Were c l i e n t ' s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c -
t u r e and o p e r a t i n g p r o c e d u r e s a d e -
q u a t e l y r e s e a r c h e d and i n c o r p o r a t e d 
i n t o t h e a u d i t ? 
0% 30% 59% 89% 
Were r e l e v a n t b u s i n e s s / i n d u s t r y 
f a c t o r s , i n c l u d i n g economic c o n d i -
t i o n s and government r e g u l a t i o n s , 
a d e q u a t e l y r e s e a r c h e d ? 
0% 0% 91% 91% 
Median Frequency o f C o r r e c t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 56% 82% 
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TABLE 2 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR QUESTION CLASSIFICATION: 
CATEGORY II, ADMINISTRATION 
ATTRIBUTE 
ATTRIBUTE QUESTION P e r s o n n e l B u d g e t i n g Management 
CATEGORY 
TOTAL 
D i d a u d i t s t a f f have t h e l e v e l o f 
e x p e r i e n c e / t r a i n i n g / c a p a b i l i t y 
r e q u i r e d f o r t h i s a u d i t ( g i v e n r i s k s , 
n e e d s , e t c . ) ? 
0% 32 972 
P e r s o n n e l Were t h e r e q u i r e d s p e c i a l s k i l l s 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y r e p r e s e n t e d on t h e 
a u d i t team? 
0% 32 832 
Were team members a p p r o p r i a t e l y 
a s s i g n e d t o s p e c i f i c t a s k s ( e . g . , 
were key p e r s o n n e l i n v o l v e d w i t h 
c r i t i c a l a u d i t a r e a s ) ? 
62 152 922 
Were budget e s t i m a t e s f o r work 
a p p r o p r i a t e ? 
0% 82% 32 852 
B u d g e t i n g Was a u d i t budget a p p r o p r i a t e l y 
a l l o c a t e d among a u d i t t a s k s ( e . g . , 
were c r i t i c a l a u d i t a r e a s a p p r o -
p r i a t e l y e m p h a s i z e d ) ? 
0% 82% 62 882 
Were t h e a u d i t t a s k s s c h e d u l e d 
and implemented i n an e f f e c t i v e 
and e f f i c i e n t manner? 
62 21% 29% 562 
Management 
Was t h e a u d i t team e f f e c t i v e l y 
managed t o a l l o w f o r s u f f i c i e n t 
l e v e l s o f p a r t i c i p a t i o n , 
c o m m u n i c a t l o n , f e e d b a c k , e t c ? 
122 32 69% 842 
Was an e f f e c t i v e w o r k i n g r e l a t i o n -
s h i p and c o m m u n i c a t i o n channel 
m a i n t a i n e d w i t h c l i e n t r e p r e -
s e n t a t i v e s ( e . g . , c h i e f f i n a n c i a l 
o f f i c e r , a u d i t c o m m i t t e e ) ? 
212 02 54% 752 
Median Frequency o f C o r r e c t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 752 852 
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TABLE 3 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR QUESTION CLASSIFICATION: 
CATEGORY III, PROCEDURES 
ATTRIBUTE 
ATTRIBUTE QUESTION N a t u r e Scope T i m i n g 
CATEGORY 
TOTAL 
N a t u r e 
Was t h e n a t u r e o f s p e c i f i c p r o c e d u r e s 
a p p r o p r i a t e g i v e n t h e c r i t i c a l a u d i t 
a r e a s ? 
30% 152 02 452 
Were p r o c e d u r e s d e s i g n e d t o produce 
competent and r e l i a b l e a u d i t I n f o r -
m a t i o n ? 
47% 92 02 562 
Scope 
Was t h e scope ( e . g . , l e v e l o f d e t a i l , 
sample s i z e , e t c . ) f o r each i n d i v i -
d u a l p r o c e d u r e s u f f i c i e n t ? 
02 74% 02 742 
Was e x t e n t o f p r o c e d u r e s , t a k e n 
t o g e t h e r , a p p r o p r i a t e f o r i n v e s t i -
g a t i n g a l l c r i t i c a l a u d i t a r e a s ? 
32 152 02 18% 
T i m i n g 
Were i n d i v i d u a l p r o c e d u r e s 
implemented 1n a p p r o p r i a t e t i m e 
sequence? 
0% 0% 65% 652 
Was each p r o c e d u r e a c c o m p l i s h e d 
a t t h e c o r r e c t p o i n t i n t i m e 
( e . g . , d u r i n g t h e a p p r o p r i a t e 
s t a g e o f f i s c a l y e a r ) ? 
02 02 77% 772 
Median Frequency o f C o r r e c t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 512 612 
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TABLE 4 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR QUESTION CLASSIFICATION: 
CATEGORY IV, EVALUATION 
ATTRIBUTE 
ATTRIBUTE QUESTION A n a l y s i s Judgment 
CATEGORY 
TOTAL 
A n a l y s i s 
Were a p p r o p r i a t e s t a t i s t i c a l 
t e c h n i q u e s c o r r e c t l y a p p l i e d 
and i n t e r p r e t e d ? 
12% 32% 
Were a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l l e v e l s 
s e l e c t e d and a p p l i e d w i t h 
r e s p e c t t o m a t e r i a l i t y , r i s k , 
and r e l i a b i l i t y ? 
9% 21% 30% 
Judgment 
Were competent e v i d e n t i a l 
m a t t e r c o n s i d e r e d and i n t e r -
p r e t e d i n a s u i t a b l e manner? 
26% 70% 
Were c r i t i c a l a u d i t judgments 
a d e q u a t e l y r e a s o n e d ? 
18% © 74% 
Median Frequency o f C o r r e c t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 24% 51% 
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TABLE 5 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR QUESTION CLASSIFICATION: 
CATEGORY V, CONDUCT 
ATTRIBUTE 
ATTRIBUTE QUESTION C o m p l i a n c e Review F o l l o w - u p 
CATEGORY 
TOTAL 
C o m p l i a n c e 
Was t h e degree o f c o m p l i a n c e w i t h 
o p e r a t i n g p o l i c i e s and p r o c e d u r e s 
o f f i r m s u f f i c i e n t ? 
59% 18% 0% 76% 
Were s t a n d a r d i z e d forms ( f l o w c h a r t s , 
ICQs, c h e c k l i s t s , s t a t i s t i c a l 
a p p r o v a l f o r m s , e t c . ) a p p r o p r i a t e l y 
employed? 
24% 9X 0% 33% 
Review 
Were a p p r o p r i a t e t y p e s o f r e v i e w s 
c o n d u c t e d ( e . g . , w o r k i n g - p a p e r 
r e v i e w ; r e v i e w by t a x , EDP, 
i n d u s t r y o r o t h e r s p e c i a l i s t s ; e t c ) ? 
18% 47% 3X 68X 
Were r e v i e w p r o c e d u r e s performed i n 
a t i m e l y manner? 0% 53% 6% 59X 
Were a p p r o p r i a t e d e c i s i o n s and 
a c t i o n s e x e r c i s e d t o f o l l o w - u p a u d i t 
t e s t and r e v i e w f i n d i n g s ? 
0% 24% 41% 65% 
F o l l o w - U p 
Were problems and c o n f l i c t s , i f a n y , 
f o l l o w e d - u p and r e s o l v e d i n a 
t i m e l y and a p p r o p r i a t e manner? 
0% 18X (65%) 83% 
D i d f o l l o w - u p a c t i o n s a p p r o p r i a t e l y 
a d a p t t o c h a n g i n g c i r c u m s t a n c e s i n 
a f l e x i b l e , e f f i c i e n t manner? 
0% 4X 
64% 
68% 
Median Frequency o f C o r r e c t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 53% 68% 
115 
as follows: "Were audit findings (in particular, results of statistical tests) 
correctly analyzed?" In fact, the specific questions in the EVALUATION 
category were the most difficult for participants to classify, and the wording of 
all four questions in this major category was altered. As a result of this further 
iteration of modifications, additional refinements in attribute definitions were 
thus made. 
The refined set of questions, attributes, and categories that resulted as a 
product of the third phase of empirical verification was then fashioned into a 
rating instrument called the Audit Quality Evaluation (AQE) form, which is 
presented in its entirety in the Appendix. The form includes a cover sheet (for 
evaluator and audit identification), instructions for evaluators, and a complete 
list of the rating scales that compose the AQE. A full description of the 
structure of the AQE is provided including major attribute category names, 
attribute labels, and specific attribute definitions (i.e., evaluative questions). In 
addition, the rating procedure used in completing the form is explained. It is 
worth noting that the AQE contains both qualitative, category rating scales 
(sometimes referred to as the "equivalence grouping" method) as well as 
direct, numerical rating scales (which are double anchored). The former scales 
are used for rating individual attributes (i.e., for answering specific questions 
about audit quality), whereas the latter are used to provide global ratings for 
attribute categories and the overall audit. The AQE might, therefore, be called 
a hybrid scale since it combines two different kinds of rating mechanisms. By 
having the individual qualitative judgments within an attribute category precede 
the quantitative, global judgment for the category, the rating procedure 
subscribes to the principles of MAE theory by imposing a "divide and 
conquer" technique upon the evaluator's thought process. 
Discussion 
The Audit Quality Evaluation (AQE) form was developed with the goal of 
improving upon current, intuitive techniques of audit evaluation in the following 
ways: (1) making explicit what are conventionally implicit considerations; (2) 
quantifying what are usually qualitative descriptions; (3) simplifying the 
representation and integration of what are often complex configurations and 
interrelations among relevant information; and (4) providing an objective and 
general method for rating the overall quality of an audit. To satisfy these 
criteria, the AQE was designed through a systematic and thorough application 
of the principles and methods of multi-attribute evaluation. However, although 
the current version of the AQE may be conceptually sound, it is certain to 
require refinements, and its ultimate effectiveness as an evaluation tool must 
be demonstrated before it can be advocated for general implementation. 
In general, the specific content of the attributes that compose the AQE 
were empirically verified. The verification task, performed by a sample of 34 
auditors, required each evaluative question to be classified according to an 
attribute label (name) and an associated attribute category. The modal 
classification responses from the auditor sample matched the expected 
(intended) classification for all but a few of the 32 basic questions in the AQE, 
indicating that the level of subjective agreement among auditors was reasona-
bly high. These findings suggest that the AQE possesses considerable face 
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validity with respect to the definition and categorization of evaluative attributes 
that contribute to the quality of an audit. In other words, the multi-attribute 
evaluation model in which the AQE is couched appears to be acceptable. 
The development of the AQE is not yet complete. Toward the process of 
validating the practicality and usefulness of the AQE, a comprehensive field 
study, and corresponding set of data analysis, are needed. The study should be 
designed to provide the information necessary for revising and improving the 
AQE components, structure, and rating procedures so that the overall form 
can better serve its intended purpose. Basically, the field study should require 
different raters to actually use the AQE to evaluate several audits performed 
by accounting offices. However, the success of such an evaluation will depend 
upon the cooperative response of qualified evaluators who are asked to 
participate in providing the necessary data. The results of such an investigation 
will enable a determination of how reliable, valid and useful the AQE may be in 
a variety of different audit situations. 
In addition, research efforts should continue toward the systematic evalua-
tion and refinement of the form so that it might become a valuable and generally 
applicable scheme for assessing the quality of an audit. The evaluation process 
should include an investigation of the necessity for, and development of, a 
differential weighting system for normatively combining component ratings into 
derived, higher-order quality scores (e.g., individual question ratings into 
attribute-category scores, or attribute-category ratings into a composite 
(overall) audit score). Similar research efforts applied to a comparable multi-
attribute evaluation form developed in another context have been quite 
successful (e.g., Samet and Levine, 1978). Overall, these developments are 
expected to hold wide implications for improving the utilization of audit 
information and management decision making based on this information. For 
example, the audit evaluation model will provide a necessary initial step toward 
the larger problem of logically including subjective evaluations into a quantita-
tive determination of the cost-effectiveness of various audit elements (e.g., 
Shakun, 1978) and of an overall audit. Furthermore, the model could be turned 
around so as to be employed prescriptively as a management aid for planning 
an effective audit. 
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Appendix 
AUDIT QUALITY EVALUATION (AQE) FORM* 
* Copyright © Theodore J. Mock and Michael G. Samet 
Audit Title and/or Identification No.: 
Evaluator's Name: 
Office: 
Telephone: 
Date: 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATORS 
The Audit Quality Evaluation (AQE) form represents a systematic 
technique for evaluating the quality of an audit engagement. The AQE is 
geared to a high-level evaluation of an audit. The approach is bu i l t 
upon a decomposition of an engagement into many descriptive characterist ics 
or attributes which ref lect audit qual i ty . The attributes are log ica l ly 
clustered into categories so that the qual i ty of various components of 
the audit can be independently assessed. The attributes are, in turn, 
composed of a few br ie f questions which address associated aspects of 
audit qual i ty . 
As shown below, each category is composed of a set of related 
attributes. For example, the f i r s t category, "PLAN," is composed of three 
attributes labeled "Objectives," "Strategy," and "Research." A separate 
rating sheet i s provided for each attribute category which l i s t s the 
constituent attr ibutes , along with the corresponding speci f ic questions 
used to evaluate audit qual i ty . Your source of information for answering 
these questions would normally be the contents of audit work papers and 
relevant summary documents (e .g . , practice review memo). 
STRUCTURE OF AUDIT QUALITY EVALUATION (AQE) FORM 
I. PLAN 
A. Objectives 
B. Strategy 
C. Research 
II . ADMINISTRATION 
A. Personnel 
B. Budgeting 
C. Management 
III. PROCEDURES 
A. Nature 
B. Scope 
C. Timing 
IV. EVALUATION 
A. Analysis 
B. Judgment 
V. CONDUCT 
A. Compliance 
B. Review 
C. Follow-up 
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The AQE rating procedure is identical for each of the attribute 
categories: each attribute-related question within a category is answered 
separately, then a single overall assessment is given for the entire 
category. You are required to respond to each question with respect to 
the particular audit under evaluation. The rating is made on a 3-point 
scale as either "Yes," "Yes, except f o r . . . , " or "No. . . ," and the appro-
priate box is checked. This evaluation reflects how well you feel the 
audit measures UP on the respective question. Whenever the "Yes, except 
f o r . . . " or "No..." box is checked, you are required to explain the basis 
for this rating by commenting on the exceptions, evidence of inadequacy 
fai lure in the performance of the audit, etc. For this purpose, space has 
been provided on the right-hand side of the rating sheet. 
In certain situations, you may be unable to meaningfully answer 
a given question because of insufficient information. Thus, a box (to 
the right of the quality rating), labeled "Poor Documentation," is 
provided that should be checked when you feel that the necessary documen-
tation is either unavailable, unclear, or inadequate. Even when you have 
made a quality rating in response to the attribute question, you can s t i l l 
check the "Poor Documentation" box to indicate that you think the relevant 
documentation is poor. Whenever you do check the "Poor Documentation" box, 
you should brief ly state your just i f icat ion in the space provided to the 
right. 
Once you have completed ratings for each question belonging to the 
attribute category, a global rating is called for that represents your 
assessment of the overall quality or "goodness" of the entire category. 
As shown on the bottom of each rating sheet, this rating is made on a 1 
to 5 scale as follows: 1 - "Major Problems", 2 - "Minor Problems", 
3 - "Average", 4 - "Good", and 5 - "Excellent"; you may use decimal 
ratings such as 1.5 or 3.5. Above the global rating scale, space is 
available to enable your free-form comments about the global rating for 
the category. You can also use this space for additional comments about 
individual attribute ratings. 
After the assessments have been completed for the five attribute 
categories, you are asked to make a final rating for the overall quality 
or "goodness" of the entire audit engagement. This rating is also made 
on a 1 to 5 scale extending from "Major Problems" (1) to "Excellent" (5), 
with decimal ratings permitted. Again, on this last rating sheet, your 
comments are encouraged. Final ly , you are asked to indicate about how 
much time you spent to complete the AQE form. 
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I. PLAN 
QUESTION 
A . OBJECTIVES 
( 1 ) Were a l l a u d i t o b j e c t i v e : 
e x p l i c i t and c l e a r l y 
s p e c i f i e d ? 
( 2 ) Were s p e c i f i c o b j e c -
t i v e s a p p r o p r i a t e l y 
t a i l o r e d to the o v e r -
a l l a u d i t purpose? 
3 . STRATEGY 
( 1 ) Were appropr iate c r i -
t i c a l a u d i t areas 
i d e n t i f i e d ? 
( 2 ) Was o v e r a l l a u d i t 
s t r a t e g y appropr iate 
f o r c r i t i c a l a u d i t 
areas? 
(3) Were the elements o f 
the a u d i t s t r a t e g y 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y i n t e -
grated ( e . g . , balance 
maintained between 
planned degree o f 
compliance and planned 
s u b s t a n t i v e t e s t s ) ? 
C. RESEARCH 
( 1 ) Were c l i e n t ' s o r g a n i -
z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e and 
o p e r a t i n g procedures 
adequately researched 
and incorporated i n t o 
the a u d i t ? 
( 2 ) Were r e l e v a n t business/ 
i n d u s t r y f a c t o r s , i n -
c l u d i n g economic con-
d i t i o n s and government 
r e g u l a t i o n s , adequately 
researched? 
Comments 
GLOBAL RATING FOR CATEGORY 
1 2 3 4 5 
Major Minor Average Good E x c e l l e n t 
Problems Problems 
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ANSWER 
EXPLANATION Yes 
Yes 
Except 
f o r . . . No. 
Poor 
Documen-
t a t i o n | 
Table 
I I . ADMINISTRATION 
QUESTION 
A . PERSONNEL 
(1) Old audit s t a f f have the 
l e v e l o f experience/ 
t r a i n i n g / c a p a b i l i t y 
requi red f o r t h i s a u d i t 
(given r i s k s , needs, 
e t c . ) ? 
(2) Were the required 
s p e c i a l s k i l l s appro-
p r i a t e l y represented on 
the a u d i t team? 
(3) Were team members appro-
p r i a t e l y assigned to 
s p e c i f i c tasks ( e . g . , 
were key personnel 
involved w i t h c r i t i c a l 
a u d i t areas)? 
3. BUDGETING 
(1) Were budget est imates 
f o r work appropr iate? 
(2) Was a u d i t budget appro-
p r i a t e l y a l l o c a t e d among 
a u d i t tasks ( e . g . , were 
c r i t i c a l a u d i t areas 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y empha-
s i z e d ) ? 
C. MANAGEMENT 
(1) Were the a u d i t tasks 
managed (scheduled , 
implemented, e t c . ) i n 
an e f f e c t i v e and e f f i -
c i e n t manner? 
(2) Was the a u d i t team 
e f f e c t i v e l y managed to 
a l low f o r s u f f i c i e n t 
l e v e l s of p a r t i c i p a -
t i o n , communication, 
feedback, e t c . ? 
(3) Was an e f f e c t i v e 
working r e l a t i o n s h i p 
and communication 
channel maintained 
w i t h c l i e n t r e p r e -
s e n t a t i v e s ( e . g . , 
c h i e f f i n a n c i a l 
o f f i c e r , a u d i t 
committee)? 
GLOBAL RATING FOR CATEGORY 
I I i 
1 2 3 4 5 
Major Minor Average Good E x c e l l e n t 
Problems Problems 
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Comments 
ANSWER 
Yes 
Yes 
Except 
f o r . . . No.. 
Poor 
Documen-
t a t i o n EXPLANATION 
I I I . PROCEDURES 
QUESTION 
A. NATURE 
(1) Was the nature of s p e c i f i c 
procedures a p p r o p r i a t e 
given the c r i t i c a l a u d i t 
areas? 
(2) Were procedures e f f e c t i v e 
in producing competent 
and r e l i a b l e a u d i t i n f o r -
mation? 
3. SCOPE 
(1) Was the scope ( e . g . , 
l e v e l o f d e t a i l , sample 
s i z e , e t c . ) f o r each 
i n d i v i d u a l procedure 
s u f f i c i e n t ? 
(2) Was extent of procedures, 
taken together , a p p r o p r i a t e 
f o r i n v e s t i g a t i n g a l l 
c r i t i c a l a u d i t areas? 
C. TIMING 
(1) Were i n d i v i d u a l procedures 
implemented i n a p p r o p r i a t e 
time sequence? 
(2) Was each procedure accom-
p l i s h e d at the c o r r e c t 
p o i n t i n time ( e . g . , 
dur ing the a p p r o p r i a t e 
stage of f i s c a l y e a r ) ? 
Comments 
GLOBAL RATING FOR CATEGORY 
1 2 3 4 5 
Major Minor Average Good E x c e l l e n t 
Problems Problems 
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ANSWER 
Yes 
Yes 
Except 
f o r . . . No. 
Poor 
Documen-
t a t i o n EXPLANATION 
IV. EVALUATION 
QUESTIONS 
A. ANALYSIS 
(1) Were audit f indings ( in 
p a r t i c u l a r , r e s u l t s of 
s t a t i s t i c a l tests) 
c o r r e c t l y analyzed? 
(2) Were the c r i t e r i a 
levels (with respect 
to m a t e r i a l i t y , r i s k , 
and r e l i a b i l i t y ) 
appropriately u t i l i z e d ? 
3. JUDGMENT 
(1) Was the audit evidence 
interpreted in a sui table 
manner? 
(2) Were c r i t i c a l audit 
judgments reasoned 
adequately? 
Comments 
GLOBAL RATING FOR CATEGORY 
Major Minor 
Problems Problems 
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EXPLANATION 
ANSWER 
Yes 
Yes 
Except 
f o r . . . No. 
Poor 
Documen-
t a t i o n 
V. CONDUCT 
ANSWER 
QUESTION 
A. COMPLIANCE 
(1) Was the degree of com-
p l i a n c e w i t h operating 
p o l i c i e s and procedures 
of f i rm s u f f i c i e n t ? 
( 2 ) Were standardized forms 
( f l o w c h a r t s , ICQs, check-
l i s t s , s t a t i s t i c a l approval 
forms, review forms, e t c . ) 
appropr iate ly used in 
compliance with gu idel ines 
of firm? 
8. REVIEW  
(1) Were appropriate types of 
reviews conducted ( e . g . , 
working-paper review; 
review by t a x , EDP, industry 
or other s p e c i a l i s t s ; e t c . ) ? 
( 2 ) Were review procedures 
performed in an e f f e c t i v e 
and t imely manner? 
C. FOLLOW-UP  
(1) Were appropriate decis ions 
and act ions exercised to 
fo l low-up audit t e s t and 
review f i n d i n g s ? ............ 
( 2 ) Were problems and c o n f l i c t s , 
i f any, fol lowed-up and r e -
salved in a t imely and 
appropriate manner? 
(3) Did fo l low-up act ions 
a p p r o p r i a t e l y adapt to 
changing audit circumstances 
in a f l e x i b l e , e f f i c i e n t 
manner? | 
Comments 
res 
res 
Except 
f o r . . . No. 
Poor 
Documen-
t a t i o n EXPLANATION 
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GLOBAL RATING FOR CATEGORY 
1 2 3 4 5 
Major Minor Average Good E x c e l l e n t 
Problems Problems 
OVERALL QUALITY OF AUDIT 
1 2 3 4 5 
M a j o r M i n o r A v e r a g e Good E x c e l l e n t 
P r o b l e m s P r o b l e m s 
OVERALL RATING 
COMMENTS 
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